Pipe Dreams (2): Sh. ‘Umayri’s Definition of ‘Ibada 
Authored by Tahir Muhammad, Salman Nasir 


All praise is due to Allah, Lord of the Worlds. We bear witness that there is no god but 
He, alone in His Majesty, without partner in His Dominion, and we bear witness that 


Muhammad is His Messenger, peace and blessings be upon him. 


Sh. ‘Umayri’s conception of shirk and its underpinning typology are the subject of 
separate articles. This article is aimed at engaging his definition of worship (‘ibāda) in 


a more direct manner. 


Introduction 


For someone whose legacy is largely based on shirk in worship (‘ibdda), Muhammad b. 
‘Abd al Wahhab’s works however lack a clear definition or principled 
conceptualisation of ‘ibada. Whenever he tries to explain the concept, he inexorably 
ends up resorting to a list of acts that he considers worship to make himself 


understood, without really explaining why those acts are worship: 
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If it is asked: what are the types of ‘ibada that we are not allowed to address to 
anyone other than Allah? I say: from those types are supplication, seeking 
assistance, seeking help, sacrifice, vows, fear, hope, reliance, love, apprehension, 
aspiration, awe, deification, inclination (ruku‘), prostration, devotion, self- 
humbling, veneration that is specific to divinity. 1 
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‘Ibn ‘Abd al Wahhab in al Durar al Saniyya, v. 1 p. 155. 
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The types of worship (‘bada) ordered by Allah are for example: submission 
(Islam), faith (iman), charity, prayer/supplication, fear, hope, reliance, aspiration, 
awe, devotion, apprehension, seeking assistance, seeking refuge, seeking help, 
sacrifice, vows, etc (...) Whoever directs any of these to other than Allah, then he 
is a disbelieving polytheist (mushrik kafir). 2 
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Worship is: no one being called upon except Allāh, no one being made vows to 
except Him, no one being sacrificed to except Him, no one being feared with unseen 
fear except Him, and no one being relied upon except Him. So the Muslim is the 
one who singles out Allah not only for [ascribing divine actions] (ndlr: tawhid al 
rububiyya), but also [as the addressee of] his own [human] actions (ndlr: tawhid al 
uluhiyya). Whereas the mushrik is the one who singles out Allah regarding divine 
actions, but associates partners to Him regarding his own [human] actions.? 


The closest Ibn ‘Abd al Wahhab gets to defining ‘ibdda is the following vague 
statement, which is probably a better fit for works of a more spiritual nature, about 
purification of the soul, and exhortations to more pious ways of life, than works 


deciding whether someone is a mushrik or a Muslim: 
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If it is asked ‘what is a comprehensive [definition of] Allah The One’s worship 
(‘ibada)?’ I would say: it is obedience through abidance by what He ordered, and 
avoidance of what He prohibited. 4 


Sh. ‘Umayri attempted to fill this conceptual gap in his book Tahqiq al Ifada bi Tahrir 
Mafhūm al ‘Ibada by trying to define “ibada. In so doing, he relies heavily, albeit not 


* See al Usil al thalatha, in al Durar al Saniyya, v.1 p. 128. 

> Ibn ‘Abd al Wahhab in al Durar al Saniyya, v. 1 p. 62. 

“Idem v. 1 p. 155. This definition is not useful for understanding shirk al ‘ibāda, as not every obedience 
of other than Allah is shirk. Also, as our discussion is about shirk in ‘ibada - that is, worship of other 
than Allah - defining worship of Allah in reference to obedience to Allah is also not very helpful in 
understanding what constitutes worship of other than Allah. Obedience to Allah is indeed worship but 
clearly there is a particular set of beliefs that underlies a Muslim’s obedience to Allah. However, it is 
not our intent to analyse the framework of Ibn ‘Abd al Wahhab in this series. It has been mentioned 
here as it provides the backdrop for ‘Umayri’s attempt to provide his own definition. It also sets the 
stage for discussion of particular issues we wish to address concerning the efficacy of ‘Umayri’s 
definition. As for Ibn ‘Abd al Wahhab’s paradigm of shirk al ‘ibada, it needs a separate and dedicated 
treatment of its own. 
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solely, a number of linguists who articulated their definition of worship around the 
notions of khudū‘ (submission) and dhull (humility). Sh. ‘Umayri however takes the 
absence of a mention of rubibiyya in those to be proof that those scholars did not see 
it as a condition for worship. He therefore conceives of acts of worship as 
embodiment of humility and submission having breached a certain threshold of 
khudū‘ (submission) and dhull (humility), both of which are conceived of by Sh. 
‘Umayri as states of the heart. The purpose of this article is to evaluate the validity as 
well as utility of his definition. We will also see that within Sh. ‘Umayri’s paradigm, 
shirk in ʻibāda is necessarily accompanied by something from a set of beliefs he refers 
to as inhiraf in rububiyya. As it transpires in the book, this inhiraf can be in the form of 
ascribing, to a creature, some form of rubibiyya,’ but also in the form of a belief 
wherein some divine attributes are either negated altogether for Allah (e.g. God does 
not hear) or have been considerably diminished (e.g. God only hears one creature at 
a time). However, he failed to consider the fact that much like his own definition of 
“ibada, the definition of the linguists and other scholars he quoted also had a 
concomitant that necessarily accompanies shirk in ‘ibdda. But in contrast to Sh. 
‘Umayri’s blurry inhiraf, we will argue the belief necessarily accompanying shirk in 
“ibada for those scholars was more specific and limited to a belief of shirk which 
involved ascription of some form of rubibiyya to other than Allah (i.e. it did not 


include negated or diminished divine attributes). 


With regards to utility, Sh. ‘“Umayri’s definition is not, as one might expect, a 
standalone and self-contained measure that can be applied to any given situation to 
determine whether ‘worship’ had occurred or not. In practice, Sh. ‘Umayri’s 
definition comes with an important addition (the inhiraf mentioned above, and not 
referenced in the body of the definition) and a plethora of exceptions that make it no 
more useful than Ibn ‘Abd al Wahhab’s list of actions in generating a clear concept, 
or make it as useful as can be expected of a definition whose exceptions possibly 


outnumber the instances where it is applicable. 


5 With or without istiglal (“believing in the independence of that being”) or ta‘thir/ghalaba 
(“overcoming or compellingly influencing god’s will and power”). 
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I. Sh. ‘Umayri’s Definition and Concept of ibada 


a. ‘IbadaIs Determined by the Internal Intensity of Humility & 


Submission 


Sh. Umayri defines ‘“ibdda as: 
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It is that intentional state which combines feelings of utmost humility and 
submission which stirs the individual to cling unto his object of ‘ibada, submit to 
its will, stay in continuous connection with it, and perform actions to please it. 6 


This definition is based on related discussions from scholars of different backgrounds 
and fields,’ but more specifically, Sh. ‘Umayri spends considerable time arguing for 
or defending the conformity of his concept of “bada with that of classical Arabic 
grammarians and linguists.* Indeed, he counts the lexical meaning of ‘ibada as one of 
his evidences that shirk in rubibiyyah is not necessary for shirk in “ibada to occur.’ One 
of the main authorities in the field of linguistics he cites and who defined ‘ibada using 


the terms ‘ultimate submission’ and ‘utmost humility’ is: 


é Tahqiq al Ifada, p. 36 (translation adapted from Bassam Zawadi’s). Umayrī offers an alternative 
wording on p. 50 (including ‘ultimate feeling of love’ in addition to humility and submission): “It is 
that intentional state which combines feelings of utmost humility and submission with an ultimate 
feeling of love which stirs the individual to cling unto his object of ‘ibada, submit to its will, stay in 
continuous connection with it, and perform actions to please it.” (Translation Zawadi’s) 


According to ‘Umayri, these two different approaches to the definition, one that mentions “utmost 
love” and the other which does not, are the same for all intents and purposes. While this does raise 
some questions, we will not be probing this point further. For the purpose of this article, it is sufficient 
for the reader to note that Umayri sees both approaches as similar in their reality and consequence 
(p. 35), and therefore some of the passages quoted will mention this additional condition. Since these 
two approaches are interchangeable for Umayri, we have treated any mention of “utmost love” that 
is mentioned in any of the passages quoted as redundant and consequently, will limit our discussion 
to dhull and khudū‘. 

7 See ‘Umayri’s references for other scholars from different backgrounds who defined ‘ibdda in 
similar terms in Tahqiq al Ifada, p. 37 

ë Idem, pp. 129-134 

? Tahqiq al Ifada, pp. 129-36. 


Page | 4 


Al ‘Askari (d. 395 H.): 
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Worship is ultimate submission and is not deserved except in exchange of 
ultimate bounty. This is why it is not allowed to worship anyone other than 
Allah.1° 


Moreover, Sh. ‘Umayri takes the time to highlight the following from Ibn Sida (d. 458 


H.) as one of the best linguistic explanations of ibāda: 
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Ta’abbada fulan li fulan: He showed humility to him. Any [instance of] submission 
(khudu) above which there is no submission, is ibada, whether it is an act of 
obedience (tãa) or not. Every act of obedience (ta‘a) for Allah done with 
submission and humility is ‘ibada. And ‘ibdda is a type of submission that only the 
one who provides the highest type of bounties is deserving of, for example, life, 
understanding, hearing, sight, gratitude etc. ‘bdda is not deserved except in 
exchange of bounty.!! 








Sh. ‘Umayri’s reading of these texts leads him to the conclusion that the meanings 
conveyed by a combination of terms such as ‘utmost/ultimate’ (ghdya/nihaya) and 
khudū‘ (submission) and dhull (humility) are the defining factor in determining what 
turns an act into worship. In other words, it is the acts generated or necessitated by 
this feeling of utmost humility and submission that are considered “ibada/worship. In 
his introduction of the book, while presenting the view he endorses Sh. ‘Umayri 


explains that the locus for the essence of ‘ibada is the heart: 
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1 Al ‘Askari, Al Furtig al Lughawiyya, Cairo: Dar al ‘Ilm wal Thiqāfa lil Nashar wal Tawzi’, p.221. Tahqiq al 
Ifada, p. 130 
“ Ibn Sida, Al Mukhassass, 1996 Beirut: Dar Ihyā al Turath al ‘Arabi, v. 4 p. 62. Tahqiq al Ifada, p. 129 
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The reality and essence of ‘ibada goes back to a sense of utmost love and ultimate 
submission and glorification in the heart, and the apparent actions necessitated 
by it.12 


Elsewhere, Sh. Umayri rephrased his concept and definition of ‘ibada as: 
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Itis [also] possible to define ‘ibada as: the actions, internal [i.e. of the heart] and 
external [i.e. of the limbs], springing from the utmost submission and ultimate 
humility found in the heart.!3 


And while explaining the different clauses of his definition, Sh. Umayri says: 
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“intentional state which] combines feelings of utmost humility and submission”: 
This is one of the essential components in the heart that make up the concept of 
‘ibada.4 


As such, for Sh. ‘Umayri it is not conceivable that the threshold of humility and 
submission in the heart, which turns actions into worship, could be breached without 


generating actions that point to its occurrence in the heart: 
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Itis impossible that utmost humility and ultimate submission would obtain for an 
individual without the actions indicating the necessity of what has obtained in his 
heart not becoming manifest on his limbs.15 


12 Tahqiq al Ifada, p. 14 

2 Idem, p. 49. It is important to point out here that this is a significant departure from Ibn ‘Abd al 
Wahhab’s concept of ‘ibada, since for him the shirk resides in the specific action itself, in most cases, as 
opposed to the heart for ‘Umayri. This could be seen as a tacit acknowledgement that Ibn ‘Abd al 
Wahhab’s concept was flawed. This is not within the scope of this article, but something that we hope 
to probe further at a later point in time. 

1 Idem, p. 37 

* Idem, p. 47 
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This is the reason why he defines tawhid al ulithiyya as: 
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[Tawhid al uluhiyya] is singling out Allah 4 with regards to what He deserves in 


terms of utmost submission and ultimate love, and the apparent actions 
necessitated by it.1¢ 


And, explaining his concept from a different vantage point, Sh. ‘Umayri defines shirk 


in uluhiyya as: 


EUS he SI) balla) Se coy ggah PAI gles yo et Lb G aL abl ne dys 


[Shirk al uluhiyya] is equating other than Allah with Allah in what is only due to 
Him of the meanings of submission and humility, and the apparent actions 
indicating that.1” 


The actual shirk (in ulihiyya) then, for Sh. ‘Umayri, is indeed the level or measure of 
submission and humility in one’s heart, when it has breached a certain virtual 
threshold, a level to which the adjectives ‘utmost’ and ‘ultimate’ become applicable, 


and the embodiment of which is then called “ibdda. It is in this vein that we see him 


say: 


dbs ab sc 
Whenever feelings of utmost submission and ultimate love for a creature amongst 


creatures are found in someone’s heart for whatever reason, then that person is 
guilty of shirk with Allah.18 


‘Ibada then is conceived of as humility and submission (and love) reaching a certain 


threshold or quantity in someone’s heart and the actions this feeling generates. 


In another passage, he states: 


16 Idem, p. 55 
Y Idem, p. 56 
18 Idem 
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Numerous scholars in the field of linguistics xpanded at length on clarifiying the 
concept of worship. They mentioned there is a difference between the meaning 
of ‘ubudiyya in the sense of servitude, which applied to the slaves, and ‘ubudiya in 
the sense of worship and deification, be it of Allah or anyone else. And this 
differentiation of theirs is based on the quantity of humility (tadhallul) and 
submission (khudu‘) that obtains for a given individual, as well as its reason and 
motive. 

So they explained that even if humility does apply in the case of the slave, it is 
however not correct to call him (i.e. the slave) ‘worshiper’ (‘abid), because the 
measure (of humility), without which worship and deification do not obtain, has 
not been reached. And that [measure] is utmost humility and submission. 19 








Thus, for Sh. ‘Umayri, the locus of the core of ‘ibada (worship) being the heart, acts of 
“bada are but indicators pointing to or necessitated by a certain level of humility and 
submission having been breached. This framing of ‘ibdda makes it essentially an 
internal state which is then expressed or manifested through external actions of the 


limbs.” 


* Idem, p.128 

2 In addition to the passages just translated above, see also: Tahqiq al Ifada p. 45 where Sh. ‘Umayri 
explains that actions of ‘ibdda mahda are in and of themselves indicators of a core or essence subsisting 
in the heart (as opposed to ghayr mahda acts, for which that core in the heart is or can be established 
via other external factors) (emphasis mine),: 
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So for Sh. Umayri, there is no instance of ‘ibada without its reality and essence subsisting in the heart, 
making it an essentially internal state. In contrast to this, Zawadi seems to conceive of this differently. 


According to him, ‘ibada MOSTLY (not essentially, i.e. not always, or not necessarily) involves a certain 
internal state, as he says: 

“Intentional” state, not necessarily “internal,” though the majority of cases would involve an 

internal state. 
And in his original presentation of Sh. ‘Umayri’s book in English, he also says that it is the action that 
generates the level of utmost submission which constitutes ‘ibada (as opposed to ‘Umayri, for whom it 
is the level of utmost submission that generates the act of worship, as is clear from the passages above). 
When explaining the same unconditional acts of ‘ibada mahda as ‘Umayri above, Zawadi says (emphasis 
mine): 
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However, what exactly that threshold is remains vague and unclear. The reader of Sh. 


‘Umayri’s book is forced to make do with ciphers such as: 


- “uncharacteristic of what is prevalent in normal and ordinary 
circumstances” (in Zawadi’s words), 

- it is not one universal level but differs from person to person, for example the 
Prophet’s Œ humility, submission, and love for Allah * is far greater than Abu 
Bakr’s (may Allah be please with him), and the level attained by Abu Bakr is 
still higher than all other Muslims, and so forth.” 

- it is not always possible to delimit the threshold of that high level (of humility 
and submission) with a clearly defined demarcation point (hadd mugannan) in 
all scenarios.” 

- The sane person... just... knows the limit and difference between an expression 


of respect and an expression of ‘ibada.” 


If we put aside for a moment discussion about the relative strength of these claims, 
it is evident that this definition and concept of ‘ibada is characterised by vagueness. 
For it to have any practical significance, either this vagueness will need to be 
dissipated, or the vacuum it creates filled by (arbitrary) external factors (which is 


what effectively happens with Sh. ‘Umayri, as we shall see). 


As we are intended to believe that this is the intent of the linguists and scholars in 
their definition of ‘ibdda, it is also worth asking: is there any example that supports 
this notion from any scholar, much less it being a general view? More importantly 
‘Umayri does not produce anyone at all who said that x action becomes kufr or shirk 


when it passes a nebulous threshold of intensity of khudū‘. It seems this is a grave 


“Such acts are inherently in and of themselves acts which yield the utmost of submission and 
expression of love and humility to God.” 





This is one case of clear contradiction between the original and Zawadi’s presentation of it, where we 
decided to give preference to the original, and ignore Zawadi’s deviation. 
* Idem. p37-39: 
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?? Idem, p. 40. 
23 Idem 
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24 Idem. p. 202 
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oversight if this is indeed what these scholars meant and yet none of them bothered 


to mention it. 


To summarise, Sh. ‘Umayri conceives of acts of worship as acts driven by instances of 
humility and submission having breached a certain threshold of khudi‘ (submission) 
and dhull (humility). He conceives of khudi‘ (submission) and dhull (humility) as a 
state of the heart. Indeed, this state of the heart is the locus for the essence of ‘ibada. 
‘Ibada cannot obtain without it. The external actions identified as ‘ibdda then are 


expressions or indicators of this internal state. 
This is however a speculative reading of the classical texts for several reasons. 


Firstly, some scholars, such as al Jawhari (d. 393 H.) and Ibn Faris (d. 395 H.), did not 
even refer to humility or submission in their definition, and simply defined ‘“ibada as: 
obedience.” Others define it as: obedience with submission (al ta‘a maʻa al khudi‘).”° 
Still others explain it referring to only khuda‘ and/or dhull in generic terms (i.e. 


without qualifying with ‘utmost’). 


In the latter case, Sh. ‘Umayri accepts that these texts cannot be taken at face value. 
They should not be read in isolation, but rather they must be qualified. Hence, what 


is meant is not generic or mutlaq khudū‘ and dhull, but rather their highest degree.” 


However, in interpreting ghdya al dhull wa al khudū‘ to mean a degree or level of 
humility/submission (measured by intensity), he commits the exact error he cautions 
the reader against: he assumes that the sense conveyed by a decontextualised reading 


of those definitions is what was intended. 


In essence then, he has conveniently chosen a particular approach to the definition, 
while disregarding other definitions, and has conveniently decided this particular 


definition can be taken in isolation to determine the reality and nature of ‘ibada . 


3 Al Jawhari, Al Sihah taj al lugha wa sihah al ‘arabiyya, 1987 Beirut: Dar al “ilm li al malayin, v. 2 p. 503, 
and ibn Faris, Mujmal al lugha, 1986 Beirut: Mu’assasa al risala, p. 642: 
isthi :3aLally 
26 Al Azhari, Tahdhib al lugha, 2001 Beirut: Dar ihya’ al turath al ‘arabi, v. 2 p. 140; and ibn Manzir, 
Lisän al ‘arab, Dar Sadir, v. 2 p. 138: 
geal as act! eat G Bld garg igaSl JG 
27 Tahqiq al Ifada, p. 128 
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Secondly, it is not just the case that he has arbitrarily adopted one particular 
approach to the definition. He then goes on to give this text his own particular (and 
somewhat arbitrary) reading. He offers the interpretation that these texts refer to a 
LEVEL or MEASURE (migdar/qadr) of khudi‘ rather than a TYPE of khudū‘. This is not 
only unjustified, but also contradicts the apparent or literal meaning in some cases. 
See for instance ibn Sida’s definition (which Sh. ‘Umayri sees as one of the best 
linguistic explanations of ‘ibada) charcterising ‘ibdda as a “type of khudii‘ above which 


there is no khuda”: 
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Ta’abbada fulan li fulan: He showed humility to him. Any [instance of] submission 
(khudu‘) above which there is no submission, is ibada, whether it is an act of 
obedience (tãa) or not. Every act of obedience (ta‘a) for Allah done with 
submission and humility is ‘ibada. And ‘ibdda is a type of submission that only the 
one who provides the highest type of bounties is deserving of, for example, life, 
understanding, hearing, sight, gratitude etc. ‘bada is not deserved except in 
exchange of bounty.28 





‘Ibada here is envisaged by Ibn Sida as the highest TYPE or CATEGORY (naw’) of khudū‘ 
(submission). It is the ultimate khudū‘ because it is its greatest type. What then makes 
it a separate type? According to ‘Umayri, we are to believe that it becomes a different 
type when it passes a certain undefined intensity level. However, if we consider how 
Ibn Sida also speeks of types (ajnās) in the very next clause of his explanation (“only 


the one who provides the highest type of bounties is deserving of”), we see that it was not 





employed to refer to a measurable threshold or degree, or a continuous intensity in 
the bounty increasing in a linear fashion and changing into a different ‘type’ beyond 
a virtual point on the line. No, here ‘highest type’ is clearly meant as relating to a 


being with divine qualities. He goes on to say in continuation of the same passage: 


IÍ boleh oye fll) BT ON gall Goliad deb 343 alal OY ciadh Y) gant Y Sahalla 
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„Al 


‘Ibada is not deserved (tustahaqq) except in exchange of bounty, because ‘ibdda 
is reserved for the highest type of blessings, because the very least ‘ibdda is too 


38 Ibn Sida, Al Mukhassass, 1996 Beirut: Dar Ihya al Turāth al ‘Arabi, v. 4 p. 62. Tahqīq al Ifāda, p. 129 
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great to be deserved except by the one who possesses the highest type of 
blessings. (This is so) except for Allah, glorified is He. This is why none deserves 
worship but Allah.29 


Clearly then, for Ibn Sida worship constitutes acts of submission directed to a being 
that is believed to be worthy of worship. As a linguist, when Ibn Sida says that none 
is worthy of worship but Allah, he does not mean that the Arabs did not use the term 
worship (‘ibdda) for other than Allah. He means that in light of the linguistic meaning 
of worship, it is not permissible in the shari‘a that it be directed to other than Allah. 


As for its linguistic meaning, he has explained that it is a type of submission that is 
due to the one who gives the highest type of blessings, such as life, understanding, 
hearing, sight, and gratitude. Possessing the divine ability to bestow these blessings 
is what makes a being worthy of worship, and the one who ascribes them to someone 
has claimed that that being is worthy of worship. Clearly none ultimately possesses 


these qualities and therefore none is worthy of worship but Allah. 


The implications of this point become clearer when we see how Ibn Sidah defines Ilah. 
According to Ibn Sidah, the Ilah is “the one who is worthy of worship and to whom it 


9930 


is binding.” We have already seen that for Ibn Sidah that the concept of being 
worthy of worship (istihqdq al-‘ibada) is tied up in the belief that a being possesses 


divine qualities. 


And this is how ‘utmost/ultimate khudū°” in the definitions of ‘ibada should be 
understood. Namely, that it refers to a type of khudi‘ higher than other types because 
of the belief underlying it. In fact, as we have seen above al ‘Askari uses ghaya 
(ultimate) in the same sense as naw‘ (type), and replaces Ibn Sida’s ‘highest type of 


bounties’ with ‘ultimate bounty’: 


SS Bl pe sea OF jat Y Mids ple GLa, Y| gais Ya gaah ULE doled! ol 


” Idem 
30 Tbn Sida, Al Mukhassass, 1996 Beirut: Dar Ihya al Turāth al ‘Arabi, v. 5 p. 216 
OLA abs sgeig Last wid apne cee al) gee of asy oy DL a GF L de pl ge [bo dala) Gael ge JY) fo, 
Ib] aaah Le adalh G agaa CHIT ple OF ELA Yy J EL oY oag atl YI] AY Ob jae EUS ae OF PLY! duty 
Fy bolal a GF CN ga SY! Of ced Aa oh a aly og tr 
It has been said that the ilah is “the one worthy of worship (al-mustahiqq li ‘I-‘ibada)”. It has also been said: 
it is “the one who is able to do that by which worship is deserved.” As for those who claim that ilah has 
the meaning of “the one who is worshipped”, then he has erred, and the Qur’an and the Shari‘a of Islam 
bear witness to his error, as they all affirm that there is no ilah except Allah, alone, without partner. There 
is also no doubt that the idols were worshipped in Jahiliyya in reality. They would worship it while it is 


not actually their ilah. This makes clear that the ilah is the one to whom worship is due and binding (tahiqqu 
lahu al- ‘ibada wa tajib). 
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Worship is ultimate submission and is not deserved except in exchange of 
ultimate bounty. This is why it is not allowed to worship anyone other than 
Allah.31 


Here, al ‘Askari uses ghaya (ultimate) for both khudi‘ (submission) and in‘am (bounty). 
In the case of the latter, he evidently uses it in the sense of a TYPE of bounty, not a 
degree of intensity beyond which the in‘am can be qualified with ghaya. If it does not 
refer to a level of intensity (with a set threshold) for in‘am, claiming that it does for 


khudi‘ is subject to justification. 


Furthermore, just like Ibn Sida, al ‘Askari is another figure whose definition of ‘“ibada 
Sh. ‘Umayri cited, yet al ‘Askari’s use of the term khudi‘ does not fit well with the 
notion of an internal level or measure. In contrast to Sh. Umayri locating the khuda‘ 
in question in the heart, for al ‘Askari the locus of khudi‘ is certain actions of the 
limbs, without any relation to the heart, so that for him one cannot say “his heart 


submitted”: 


SLES da Sable] jat Y liba Bye ars OS OF part Vy phig -palled! ge pot 
ads . 


Khudu’ (submission) is the lowering and inclination (of the neck or head) and does not 
require to be accompanied by fear. Which is why it should not be ascribed to the heart 
and said, ‘his heart submitted’.32 


>! Al ‘Askari, Al Furūq al Lughawiyya, Cairo: Dar al ‘lm wal Thiqāfa lil Nashar wal Tawz1’, p.221. Tahqiq al 
Ifada, p. 130 
* Al ‘Askari, Al Furūq al Lughawiyya, Cairo: Dar al ‘Ilm wal Thiqāfa lil Nashar wal Tawzi’, p.248-9. Other 
uses of khudū‘ or dhull showing their locus being the limbs rather than the heart are: 
Al Tabari, (d. 310 H.) who while explaining Sura al Nisa 4:125 {whoever submits his face to Allah} ¿+ 
a) ages oll, said that ‘submit one’s face’ here means self-humility (tadhallul) to Allah’s obedience and 
compliance to His order. He then adds: 

ay Rolle) amlga ggas Lele plik! oo Lely 


The Muslim is called Muslim (one who submits) due to the khudu‘ (submission) of his limbs to the 
obedience of his Rabb. (Tafsir al Tabari, v. 2 p. 510) 


ower delbll J asaid cady d olaf oye 
Whoever submits his body to Allāh [means that] he has submitted (khada‘a) his body through 
obedience. (Tafsir al Tabari, v. 2 p. 512) 
Al Qushayri (d. 465 H.) explicitly states that dhull is the apparent or external aspect of worship (as 
opposed to inner): 
HAs jet giing e i La ald Solas 
The outward aspect (zahir) of worship is self-humility (tadhallul), and its reality is self-fortification 


and perseverance. (Lataif al Ishārāt, v. 1 p.48) 


Or consider the following narration from al-Zuhri: 
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Clearly, al ‘Askari saw khudū‘ as residing solely in the limbs, not the heart. So when 
he mentions khudū‘, he has certain physical actions in mind, not a certain state or 


disposition of the heart. 


Fakhr al Din Al Razi (d. 606 H.) is also one of those cholars who defined ‘ibada as an 
expression of utmost humility and submission,” and considers sujiid itself as being an 
indication of utmost humility.** With this in mind, it is interesting to note that, in the 
course of the discussion about the angels’ sujiid to Adam (peace be upon him), he 
discusses the divergence of opinion amongst his fellow Ash‘aris about who is of a 
superior nature: the angels or the prophets? While being himself of the view that the 
angels are superior,” he lists the arguments of those who consider the prophets to be 
superior to angels; and their first argument is that the angels being ordered to 
prostrate to Adam (peace be upon him) shows he was superior to the angels, as 
sujtid/prostration is itself utmost humility and ordering something of a superior 
nature to express utmost humility to something of an inferior nature is rationally 


blameworthy (which is unthinkable of God).*° Razi then lists the answers provided by 


Ake Behl OS ge JU {osile pore Gh sdb ld G Sal ge, pee WF JE Gh Le 
Al Zuhri explained the verse ‘Who are humble in their prayers’ (Sura Al Mu’mintin 23:2) as: one’s 
stillness during his prayer. (Tafsir ‘Abdur Razzaq, v. 2 p. 412; Al Tabari reported the same explanation 
from both Zuhri and Mujahid in his Tafsir, v. 19. P. 8 
In a similar vein, al-Raghib al-Asfahani defines ‘ibdda and ‘ubiidiyya in the following fashion: 
SUS Bl gay SLs) ale eV Gis Vy «fil ae UY ly abl ists Hu) Ub} a 
‘Ubiidiyya is to manifest humility, while “bada is greater than it, for it is the utmost humility (ghayat al- 
tadhallul), and it is not due except to the one who gives the utmost bounties, and that is Allah, Most High. 


So for Raghib, both ‘ubiidiyya and ‘ibada entail making humility manifest. The humility being 
spoken of then is an external quality. 


Raghib also defines ‘ibada in his tafsir (v. 1, p. 58), saying: 
wae Gib iaig e PAJ dolly 
‘hada is humility 
° Al Razi, Mafatih al ghayb, 1420 H. Beirut: Dar ihya al turath al ‘Arabi, v. 17 p.314: 
Jilly golll Eley Egttly ppah eb] oe Sle dolally 
And Idem, v. 32 p. 298 
OS L BE de apye gahl Pi a doll 
“Idem, v. 16 p. 154: 
balla g pah Als Lal oe paill OF de Lend Argenlly goladi le le LgdY SUL agendi gal aid 
3 In addition to his discussion just mentioned, see also: Idem, v. 31 p. 24: 
A T E PEE 
% Idem, v. 2 p. 443: 
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those scholars who hold the opposing view (himself being oone of them). In response 
to this particular argument, he explains it is not blameworthy that the superior be 
made to express utmost humility towards the inferior. Razi then lends support to this 
answer by giving the example of a king who orders his high-ranked subordinates to 
serve the lowest one, as a form of obedience to the king himself. In such scenarios, as 
Razi and those scholars see it , there is nothing wrong with the superior expressing 
and being ordered to display utmost humility towards the inferior.” If Razi had meant 
by the definition of “bada what Sh. ‘Umayrī understood, then he certainly would not 
have endorsed the explanation that utmost humility can be addressed to other than 
Allah without it being shirk, without at least rasing some concerns. On the contrary, 
Razi would have taken exception to it and pointed out the glaring error. This is 
another evidence that the scholars who defined ‘ibdda as ‘utmost 
humility/submission’ did not mean an internal threshold of ‘utmost 


humility/submission’ when they used those terms. 


In addition to what we have just mentioned, the alternative reading that ‘highest type 
of humility’ or ‘utmost humility’ in definitions of ‘ibada refer to a type of humility 


expressed towards one’s Lord/Master/Rabb is also supported by a few other factors. 


Firstly, some scholars have clearly explained worship as humility to one’s Rabb. For 
example, Ibn al Anbari’s (d. 328 H.) said: 


oe AL ated) place! ay) alll gay ule ON 


Fulan “‘abid: ‘he is a worshiper (‘abid)’ means he submitted (khadi9 to [the one he 
considers to be] his Lord (Rabb), submitted to his decree and implemented his 
order.38 


CAS fe ALIS O A pal OF cody pa agreab SD pol glas abl of slate Ts gab SOU de cL fad JG oe als 
Ope alal ley BBW Aly ely OS apm OY pin bail aT O Of Gory EUS Ga lg cal aaah GY Sd 
pial 3 Grins 
Idem, v. 2 p. 445: 
US pati AB ASH OY g nS Ge BEY pe jg Y EUS OL ld lb aL ape aY OS agreed! OF Lobe 13] Lf 
Oy atest ISM pol Oly pret 3 otne fat alt Of OULU op deUally LEYI G LLI bly G29) Cm oe Les” 
MIS ale VN OSS of jg Y ld Sly eee Gd polis yy JS Gb conden pg leh] EUS op aoe 
°° See Al Azhari, Tahdhib al lugha, 2001 Beirut: Dar ihya’ al turath al ‘arabi, v. 2 p. 140; and ibn Manzir, 
Lisän al ‘arab, Dar Sadir, v. 3 pp. 273-4 
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Worship here is also conceived of as khudi‘ by ibn al Anbari, but not in the sense of 
an inner level or measure of khudi‘ Rather, ibn al Anbari sees it as a khudū‘ to one’s 


Rabb. 


Similarly, al Jurjani (d. 816 H.) defined ‘ibada as: 
uJ Gba tanti cor GE Je AI bed ge ishall 


‘Ibdda is the action of an accountable individual against the passion of his ego, in 
glorification of his Lord (Rabb).39 


Likewise, the mufassir al Wahidi (d. 468 H.), after having explained ʻibāda in a similar 
fashion to Ibn Sida (as the highest type of khudū‘, submission), he goes on to explain 
that, etymologically, an ‘abd (servant) is called ‘abd because of his humility and 


submission towards his master.”° 





Finally, another justification for this alternative to Sh. ‘Umayri’s reading is the fact 
that those scholars defined ‘ibada (as khudii‘ and dhull) but at the same time limited 
themselves to matters of itigad or belief when defining shirk and tawhid (see 
discussion below). This is important because the way one conceives of ‘“ibdda has 
significant ramifications on how they conceptualise related notions such as shirk and 
tawhid, as we saw with Sh. ‘Umayri’s definitions of shirk and tawhid al ulihiyya.” This 
further strengthens the argument that the ghayat al-khudi‘ mentioned in those 
definitions is not intended to be understood as the intensity level of a certain feeling 
in the heart. Rather it is a type of khudū‘ directed to a being concerning whom the 
worshipper has certain beliefs of divine qualities. Holding such beliefs concerning 
Allah alone would be tawhid, of course, while holding them concerning other than 


Allah would be shirk. 


All of this demonstrates that the expression “utmost submission and humility” 
(ghayat al-dhull wa ‘-khudi‘), used by some linguists in their definition of ‘ibdda, is not 
intended as a sort of internal thermostat to measure ‘ibada. Rather it is a descriptive 


definition that describes the state of the worshipper. As we have seen that not all 


*» Al Sharif Jurjani, Al Ta‘rifat, 1983 Beirut: Dar al kutub al ‘ilmiyya, p. 146 
+ Al Wahidi, Al Tafsir al Basit, Jami‘a al Imam, v. 1 p. 516: 
EE Bb al Eee gas bey je IS) abe Y ggah oe ee gag e Diag goah ga aeth): Boll) gee 
Yal coledily adil ge yall 
“^ See footnotes 16 & 17 above 
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linguists chose to define ‘ibada using the terms dhull and khudū‘, it seems likely that 


those who did choose that approach did so because it reflects the lexical meaning of 


the root (--~-¢) from which the word derives.” 


42 Ibn Faris sates in Maqayis al-Lugha, v. 4, p. 205: 
„blia Bs le Yl Jg og Le See cee Ehud Gs [Ui] g olha dll Ober Orel Sig stig cual 
dw abl tye, SY) JG DB Balke tee ye La JU dagen og e lia JG spd SB ShN ging cell Ug VU 
ab JU care aita di AUS OY oll Le be Jy Laf Ming cl beds seet cof etli pedi lll cag... 
Jesh! past all oily... US aye) geal of UI 
MAM ALL gm cathl iala I oag Laat ped a: args eJI gallo 


The root (>—.~¢ ) has two sound root meanings, as if they are opposite meanings. The first of those two 











root meanings indicates softness and humility. The other indicates severity and coarseness. 

Inthe first, you have ‘abd, meaning: slave... Al-Khalil states: ... This is a slave whose slavehood is clear (“abd 
bayyin al- ‘abiida)... (Al-Khalil) states: as for “worship” (‘abada ya‘budu), it is not to be said except of the one 
worshipping Allah, Most High... 

Also from this meaning is: the mu‘abbad camel, meaning one that has been anointed with tar, this also 
indicates what we have mentioned because this subdues it and renders it low. Tarfah states (in poetic 
verse): “Until the whole clan came to my defense, and I was singled out like a mu‘abbad camel.” Mu‘abbad means 
submissive (dhalil), and is also used to describe camels. 

Another usage from this meaning is: “the mu‘abbad path”, meaning: a travelled, mudhallal (beaten, 
trodden) path. 


In the beginning of his Tafsir, Imam al-Tabari chooses in Surat al-Fatiha to explain ‘ibada using words 
such as khushi‘, dhull, and istikanah, all indicating humility and submission, rather than fear and hope 
as in a narration of Ibn ‘Abbas that he was quoting as precedent for his interpretation. In explaining 
his reason for doing so, he states (v. 1, pp. 159-160): 


gh Wie LS Apa) Y aged bay b QU IL) Seay Jig ete gl QU [5 a] (ae SUL da gb y ipiam yf JG 
JB SB ple oy atl ae ye Sell ye cay gf Woe JB cles op py We JE ee oy Olde We JB ees 
Le gat she ol Sab ope dis "nb Y ley b gry Sly tog SLL td Sb] tet h BT ley ale ah de tet per 
Y hl clad OS oly Sy ga gas ah ase Obl O90 candy Sy git gar ob abab Ge Old! Lee! Lely Ls 
„dra ALLAI alg aY aba 45 cs Jib) Geta cos aly UI eloi pall eet Le Loge! OF ea as YI Ob SS 
seal op Hb J SUS oss 

done yy Gob by iby... Carly lol Ble SLs 

seg IM Lage dall get sing chee rally! yb MIU pa JF US pay sabati Jill ialis cykl spl ge 
. JW ah LE Of angi By oh BUS OL SS Lady cat ON oye AST AUS cle LASS Call il oa Alyy 


The interpretation of “You alone We worship”: “To you, O Allah, do we humble ourselves (nakhsha‘), make 





ourselves lowly (nadhill), and submit ourselves (nastakin), acknowledging, O our Lord, that lordship 





belongs to You and to no one else. (This interpretation is) as it has been reported to us (...) that Ibn ‘Abbas 
relates: Jibril said to Muhammad (el=s 4de ail la), “O Muhammad, say, ‘You alone we worship’ (meaning:) 
You do we declare to be One, (You) do we fear, and (You) do we place hope in, O our Lord, and no one 
else.” 


These words of Ibn ‘Abbas confirm the meaning of what we have stated, only we chose to express the 
interpretation in terms of humility, lowliness, and submission, rather than those of hope and fear, even 





though hope and fear are only found together with submissiveness (dhillah). The reason for this is that, 
according to all of the Arabs, the root meaning (asl) of servitude (‘ubidiyya) is submissiveness (dhillah). 
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Sh. ‘Umayri’s reading of the classical definitions of ‘ibada as an internal level or 
measure of khudū‘ and dhull is therefore highly contentious, not to mention 
inconsistent. He is adamant that some acts are in and of themselves indicators of the 
level of utmost humility and submission in the heart (acts that he called ‘ibada mahda, 
discussed shortly below). For example, he argues that the ritual salah prayer being 
unconditionally an act of worship means that in all cases it indicates whoever is 
praying has an utmost level of submission and humility in his heart. This is an 
arbitrary claim and demonstrably false. This is evidently not the case and goes against 
all lived experience. Most people do not have that putative level of humility and 
submission during their salah most of the time: How often do we pray to Allah yet we 
are altogether distracted? Either Sh. ‘Umayri must say that this is not in fact ‘ibāda, 
rendering our prayers invalid, or attempt to claim that utmost humility and 
submission of the heart are magically present by some manner of hand waving when 
clearly it is not. Not only is Sh. ‘Umayrt’s claim that performance of this ritual prayer 
necessarily indicates the existence of utmost humility in the heart an irrational one, it 
is also without evidence, yet we are to believe this is “established by revelation”. This 


further adds to the internal inconsistencies of the system Sh. ‘Umayri has created. 


Based on this reading of previous definitions of ‘ibada, for Sh. ‘Umayri the same act 
can therefore be performed by the same person with different levels of khudi‘ 
(submission) and dhull (humility). And this forms the basis of his concept of ‘“ibada 
ghayr mahda: a physical act, sujūd (prostration) for instance, which when performed 
with an average level of khudū‘ and dhull is not considered ‘ibada. However, the same 
physical act, when performed with a higher (i.e. the utmost or ultimate) level of inner 
khudū‘ becomes an act of worship and thus shirk when addressed to other than Allah. 
In contrast, the acts that are considered ‘ibada mahda are those acts he considers 
inherently, or always worship (e.g. salah, fasting, Hajj, wudū`, etc...). To relate them to 
his definition, Sh. ‘Umayri claims they are ‘ibada mahda because they were designated, 
in and of themselves, as expressions of the ultimate humility and utmost submission 
found in the heart by the Shari‘a, but how they were designated as such is a mystery. 


In any case, the linguists’ definition of ‘ibdda as utmost khudū‘ (submission) and dhull 


(humility) is readily accepted by everyone, even by those named by Sh. ‘Umayri as 


Thus, they will refer to the subdued path that has been well-trodden and tamed by travelers as mu‘abbad... 
Likewise, they will refer to the camel that has been subdued for riding for fulfilling tasks as mu‘abbad. Also, 
the slave is called ‘abd because of his submissiveness (dhillah) to his master. The attestations for this in the 
poetry and speech of the Arabs are too numerous to count, and what we have mentioned is sufficient for 
the one blessed (by Allah) to properly understand it, if Allah wills. 
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being explicitly refuted in his book,” so that is not the part of his definition that is 
problematic, as it is not his contribution to the debate. Our contention rather is with 
his personal contribution to the concept and definition of worship, and this is 
precisely where his whole edifice collapses, where Sh. ‘Umayri tries to be an original 
thinker but fails miserably. In addition to the contentious reading of ghaya al khudi‘ 
wa nihaya al dhull as an internal degree of intensity of humility/submission, and his 
innovation of introducing the fighi concepts of ‘ibada mahda and ghayr mahda into 
discussions of shirk and by extension takfir, Sh. ‘Umayri’s personal contributions to 
the debate are: 


1) His caveat of inhiraf in rubibiyya and its relation (of talazum, i.e. necessary 


implication) to the level of humility and submission, and 


2) His addition that the khudū‘ in question “stirs the individual to cling unto his 
object of ‘ibada, submit to its will, stay in continuous connection with it, and perform 


actions to please it.”. 


The second point above will be addressed later in this article. Regarding the first 
point, we have seen above that ‘Umayri sees actions of the limbs considered ‘worship’ 
as indicating and even necessitating the presence of something in the heart. More 
explicitly, he stated that the reality and essence of worship goes back to something 
found in the heart.“ So for ‘Umayri the locus of the corresponding shirk is still very 
much the heart, as it is for those who contend that shirk in ‘ibada must be accompanied 
by some form of shirk in belief. And for ‘Umayri, what is found in the heart is twofold: 
the determining factor (an indistinct threshold of humility/submission), and a belief 


necessarily accompanying it, referred to as inhiraf. 


b. The Issue of the Belief Necessarily Accompanying Tbada 


So far we have seen that although many scholars did define ‘ibada in terms of utmost 


humility and submission, Sh. ‘Umayri’s interpretation of the determining factor, or 


*? See Tahqiq al Ifada, p. 173 fn 1, p. 178 fn 2, and the discussion about the definition of ‘ibada in the 
corresponding book: Abdullah Dashti, Al Khalal al Wahhabi fi Fahm Tawhid al Qur’ani, p. 149 onward. 
“ Tahqiq al Ifada, pp. 14, 37, 47, 49. See footnotes 12 to 15 above for translation. 
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dabit, to identify an instance of shirk al ‘ibdda, as the internal level of intensity of the 
khudū‘ and dhull is highly problematic. This being the case, one cannot help but ask 
“what then determines whether shirk in ‘ibdda has occurred?” Deeper discussions 
about shirk al ‘ibada ineluctably gravitate around and go back to some belief 
necessarily accompanying the actions in question. This much is also acknowledged 
by Sh. Umayri who, in addition to this definition, also elaborates on the relation 
between shirk in ’ibada and inhiraf (distortion) in rubibiyya. He concedes that the 
former (shirk in ibada) cannot occur without the latter (inhiraf in rubabiyya), in a way 
that shirk in ‘ibāda necessarily implies, exists and occurs together with inhiraf in 
rububiyya.” Or in other words, inhiraf in rubibiyya is a necessary concomitant of shirk 
in ‘ibada, in a way that the relation between the two is talazum (necessary implication): 
46 shirk in ‘ibdda (the lazim) necessarily entails inhiraf in rubibiyya (the malziim).“’ See 


the following, where he states: 


Ol Gout GY calone odg Dadl ail LEY! ppl, GLa atl age IBY! OF roles’ aA Li 
pyi slasi le fo EUS op sabah ail ola) gay pp Ul giay AIB cpl Syl! GIES YY te 
„abl Âl avai ol 

fe of Gate Lily kè [bb olish Ll agg) G Bae OS of 4 YG doll G Sal oe IS 
hog otis OI 5) 5) Ay) G piine epee dg Ll G Athi tis tog DE cle OLY! 
Solel) g LE ay U tall G ame 


As for the necessary implication (talazum) [between the two], it means: affirming 
Allah’s rububiyya necessitates affirming that he is the only One worshiped 
(ma’bud), because no one deserves to be worshiped except the Creator, the 
Sustainer, and Governor (of all creation). So when the /azim (necessitater), which 


4 Which is another point of divergence from Ibn ‘Abd al Wahhab. 

“° Talazum, translated here as “necessary implication” means that the relation between two things (one 
called lazim, and the other malziim) is such that if the lazim is present, the malzim is necessarily present 
as well. If the lazim is absent, the malziim is necessarily absent as well. In other words, the existence or 
non-existence of the ldzim necessitates the existence or non-existence of the malziim. 

It is important to note here that, in the book, this inhiraf is not the dabit or determining factor in 
establishing whether an act is ‘ibdda (as that is the role of the inner level of humility/submission). And 
although the relation between shirk in ‘ibdda and inhirafis not detailed in any way beyond this talazum, 
it would appear that the inhiraf generates in a person a feeling of utmost humility and submission 
(which then yields the devotional acts considered worship). 

“’ Lazim is also referred to in English works of logic as the consequent or the implicate, while malziim is 
referred to as the antecedent or implicant. See ‘Azmi T. al-Sayyed Ahmad’s thesis (University of 
Edinburgh, 1981), Al-Ghazali’s Views on Logic, p. 158. 


Page | 20 


is singling out Allah for worship, is missing, then this is proof that the malzum 
(necessitated) [which is God’s rubtbiyya] is also absent, lacking, or distorted.” 


Whoever committed shirk in ibada must necessarily have fallen into (inhirdaf) 
distortion in rububiyya, either due to a false belief about it (rububiyya), or defect 
in his faith in it. The one guilty of shirk in ‘ibada cannot have a tawhid that is 
correct and sound in rububiyya, because if that was the case, he would not have 
committed shirk in ‘ibada.*8 


Sh. Umayri further adds: 


Sy all US > dept deg o fey GUA Ley Y dag G Spee Ul deg Vf 


olg Gee LS ys 


In fact, there is no nation guilty of shirk in uluhiyya (‘ibdda) except that it has 
inhirāf and deficiency in tawhid al rububiyya. This is even so of the Arab kuffar 
and the polytheists from Quraysh, as has been mentioned.*? 


What transpires from the way that the term inhirāf has been used by Sh. ‘Umayri in 
his book, is that on one end of the spectrum of inhiraf we would find ascribing to a 
creature attributes of rubūbiyya “either through istiqlal (believing in the 
independence of that being) or ghalaba (overcoming or compellingly influencing 
god’s will and power)”. The middle range of the spectrum would be occupied by 
ascribing attributes of rubibiyya without istiglal/ta’thir/ghalaba, and at the other end 
of the spectrum we would find a distorted view of rubibiyya where (some) divine 
attributes of Allah are either negated or affirmed in a diminished sense (without 


involving ascription of any aspect of rubibiyya to anything), as per the following: 


o Jad Ws Ong deg JY! G GIA aoe, of eV asd G As Us op Gs aa 
ia OF oe gal cee deg O LAYU Spl G iggi clio! ape, OF YY aÝ 
isal 3 AAG cal 543 Gob of Yo ayy I) Clie os dike awe af Ge ol! 
Gal JLS G call gf aag dale JUS ope aY of Ube atl abe oe els L OQ 


There is a difference between saying “shirk in uluhiyya must be accompanied by 
inhiraf in rububiyya” and saying “shirk in uluhiyya must be accompanied by a 








“8 Tahqiq al Ifada, p. 16. See also p. 14: 
iwal g ALAN aaa OF 4 Y aag G Sa 
“Idem, p. 27 
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belief in rubtbiyya (i’tiqad al rububiyya) for a creature”. This is because inhirafin 
rububiyya is broader than just ascribing an attribute from the attributes of 
rububiyya by way of istiqlal (believing in the independence of that being) or ta’thir 
(overcoming or compellingly influencing god’s will and power), as it (inhiraf) can 
take place in the form of diminishing God’s magnificence, or diminishing the 
perfection of God’s knowledge, mercy, or absolute perfection.5° 


The notion that Sh. ‘Umayri asserts in the underlined sentence above is later 


restated on the same page as: 
Angi) lie 3 elas apne: Of 4 Y aa G dsl 
Shirk in uluhiyya must be accompanied by a diminished view of [God’s] rububiyya 


These two passages give us an insight into and the limits of Sh. ‘Umayri’s concept of 
inhiraf: it is broader than just ascribing what he calls istiglal, ta‘thir or ghalaba, but it is 
no less than negating or diminishing some of the divine attributes of Allah (without 
ascription to another creature necessarily being involved). Effectively, Sh. ‘Umayri’s 
concept of shirk al ‘ibada involves two things that are located in the heart: the level of 


utmost humility/submission and an accompanying belief (in the form of the inhiraf). 


While it is perfectly agreeable that kufri views about God (e.g. negating some of the 
divine attributes, limiting or diminishing them etc...) are indeed distorted views of 
rubibiyya (inhiraf), it is however difficult to see how this negation/limitation of a 
divine attribute ALONE would lead someone to worship something. For an entity to 
be worshiped, something must be ascribed to it. The denial of divine attributes, while 
being kufr, cannot itself lead to worship of something other than Allah. It is the belief 
that the divine attribute being negated/limited is compensated or supplemented by 
another entity that leads to the worship of that entity. So that when something is 
believed to be worthy of worship (istihqaq al ‘ibada), this means that it is being ascribed 
with divine attributes (with istiglal/ta’thir/ghalaba, or without, such as helpers 


5 Idem, p. 18. A point to note here is that phrases such as ‘ascribing (attributes of) rubabiyya’ or ‘belief 
in rubabiyya (of something)’ are primarily used in the book and understood by Sh. ‘Umayri in the sense 
of ‘WITH istiglal/ta‘thir/ghalaba’, This is the case for the majority of the occurrences of these terms in 
the book. A minor set of occurrences are either ambiguous (and it should not be surprising that readers 
understood them in light of how the phrases were primarily used), or their acceptance in the sense of 
‘WITHOUT istiqla/tathir/ghalaba’ is mostly in the form of ‘for the sake of argument’. This quote is an 
example of where those phrases have been used as synonymous to ascribing rubibiyya WITH 
istiglal,ta’thir/ghalaba. Another example can be seen referenced in footnote 54 below. 
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relaying to God the prayers of people He cannot Hear, by His permission, although He 
can decide not to listen to those helpers whenever He wants). It is difficult to make 
sense of Zawadi and Sh. ‘Umayri’s suggestion that shirk in ‘ibāda could occur without 
ascription of such attributes. Consider for instance the examples they provide to 


make their case. Zawadi says: 


The second category is more broad and general than, yet inclusive of the first one. 
For example, one may have a distorted view in Rububiyah by having a diminished 
view of Allah’s Mercy (e.g. believing that it’s “necessary” to have intercessors) or 
greatness of Allah (e.g. believing that Allah is too weak to have complete power 
over all of creation) or have a negative and distorted view of His Perfection (e.g. 
one may believe that Allah is nota perfect creator or sustainer of the universe and 
is doing a poor job at it, etc.). Such beliefs do not necessarily constitute Shirk in 
Rububiyah, but rather a kufri distorted view regarding it. 


The example of the intercessors is the subject of a separate article but, for now, 
Zawadi did not lay out here his thought process about how a “kufri distorted view” 
could lead to shirk in ‘ibdda. How does the belief that “Allah is too weak to have 
complete power over all of creation” or that He “is not a perfect creator or sustainer 
of the universe” make someone worship a particular false god as opposed to 
something else? It is only when an idol or entity is believed to have the ability to 
compensate for the weakness or imperfection ascribed to Allah that the idol in 
question starts to be worshiped, not without it. This is even more glaring in another 


example that Zawadi himself provided, but failed to see the implications: 


Or they may have a diminished view of Allah’s Knowledge and believe that since 
Allah does not know what is happening here on earth, that He is not able to hear 
the invocations of His servants, and as a result, they resort to relying on 
intercessors closer to Allah who could then relay their prayers to Him. This is also 
a distorted view in Rububiyah. 


Zawadi sees this as an example of inhiraf that does not involve ascribing divine 
attributes to a being. The inhiraf here is the belief in a diminished knowledge of God. 
However, this kufri view on its own does not push people to worship specific 
intercessors. Rather, it happens when it is coupled with the belief that those 
intercessors can affect and compensate divine knowledge, as in this example. Unless 
Zawadi does not see the ability to affect or compensate an attribute of God as 
ascription of rubibiyya, it is hard to see how this is an instance of inhiraf without 
ascribing rubibiyya to other than Allah. Zawadi or Sh. ‘Umayri have so far failed to 


explain, let alone prove, how an act considered shirk al ‘ibada can be addressed to an 
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object of worship without ascribing some divine qualities to it. As such, their 
extension of the belief necessarily accompanying shirk in ‘ibdda to include a “kufri 
distorted view” about Allah, without ascribing attributes of rubibiyya to the object of 


worship, is redundant. 
Therefore, what we are arguing for here is twofold: 


1) Just as Sh. ‘Umayri’s definition cannot be considered in isolation from its caveats 
and exceptions (of which we will see more later), it would be erroneous to consider 
those scholars’ definitions that it is based on in isolation from those scholars’ overall 
concept of ‘ibada AND shirk. 


2) We have seen that many of their discussions of ‘ibada give subtle hints of their fuller 
concept of ‘ibada. However, to alleviate the perceived ambiguity in those scholars’ 
linguistic definitions of ‘ibada, we can turn to their related discussions. As we have 
seen above, surveying the different senses in which they used the terms employed in 
their definitions (as we have seen above with the use of ‘utmost humility’ outside the 
context of ‘ibdda) is one way to shed some clarity. Another way is to consider how 


they envisaged related matters such as shirk and tawhid. 


One of Sh. ‘Umayri’s main sources for ‘ibdada being utmost khudū‘ (submission) and 
dhull (humility) is Al Zamakhshari (d. 538 H.).°* However, when we look at Al 
Zamakhshari’s discussion about shirk, he said the mushrik (polytheist) believes his idol 
deserves to be worshipped.” Al Zamakhshari further explained that no one (who 
believes in Allah) would prefer worshiping anything other than Him except with the 
hope that what they worship would bring them greater benefit. So for al 
Zamakhsahri, ‘ibada is accompanied by ascription of certain divine qualities to the 


object of worship: 


Bob} cpt ol} di oper ch Y cd le ed file 3h Vy call dale Je plo i dole lo il asi 
iring y> 
[They] preferred worshiping idols over worshiping Allāh, and no reasonable 


person would prefer one thing over another except that he has some motive to 
prefer it such as greater benefit and gain.53 


51 Tahqiq al Ifada, p. 54 and p. 131 
5% Al Zamakhshari, Al Kashshdf, 1407 H. Beirut, Dar al Kitab al ‘Arabi, v. 3 p. 154 


ioll A GA cial OF ash Sa 
5 Idem., v. 3 p. 3675 
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This is an important point in the discussion, for everyone agrees that the pagans 
believed in their idols being worthy of their worship (istihqāq al ‘ibdda). And we have 
seen earlier that belief in istihqāq al ‘ibada (being worthy of worship) of an entity does 
indeed involve ascribing attributes of rububiyya to that entity, not merely a “kufri 
distorted view”. This is supported by the fact that Al Zamakhshari sees istihqaq al 
‘ibada as being based on ascription to the idol of some form of perceived benefit or 
gain, not merely some “kufri distorted view” about God’s attributes. Sh. ‘Umayri 
himself said about the Arabs believing in istihqāq al ‘ibada (being worthy of worship) 
of their idols: 


SAA of SGV oped (rere nb Agi lieh balal eggie Ladi le gab Wg JY ile 
EUS Bed OLE Sy call ae AGE Maly calal Gord AAT LET egeli Yb Optic: IS 
Uy cdtiogty abl 5b ge VU! Elai Ball) Gans UT Og tite ad OL G oll Ly 


SUS abl Slee gh ssh le ill Yb lg: järas ESI SLs atl as GS I 


Using this meaning [i.e. the belief of the Arabs that their idols were worthy of 
worship] as evidence to require a belief in rububiyya in the meaning of worship is 
incorrect. This is because we do not deny that the mushriktn believed their idols 
are gods worthy of worship, and that they are Allah’s partners. However, this is 
irrelevant. What is of relevance is establishing they believed that the [idols] 
deserved to be worshiped in virtue of their essence (dhat), independently 
(istiqlalan) of Allah’s power and supremacy, and establishing that (they believed) 
they are partners of Allah, either due to their being independent in the power to 
administer (the universe) on account of their essences, or due to their ability to 
overpower Allah.54 


As far as other scholars and linguists are concerned, their concept of shirk al ‘ibāda is 
better understood through their definition of ʻibāda in conjunction with their 
definition of shirk, tawhid, and ilah. In this article we will look at how scholars have 


defined shirk and tawhid.”’ Because the question we must ask ourselves is: Why do they 


54 Idem, p.189. This is yet another example of how phrases such as ‘ascribing (attributes of) rubūbiyya 
or ‘belief in rubibiyya (of something)’ are primarily used to mean ascription of istiglal/ta’thir/ghalaba. 
Here as in other places in the book, Sh. ‘Umayri presents the opponents view as i‘tiqdd al rubiibiyya 
(belief in the rubūbiyya of the object of worship). However, he understands this to mean ascription of 
rububiyya either through “‘istiglal (“believing in the independence of that being”) or ta‘thir/ghalaba 
(“overcoming or compellingly influencing god’s will and power”). 

5 It would also be appropriate to take a look at their definitions of ilah given the intimate connection 
between the concepts of ‘“ibdda and ilah. We have alluded to one such connection in the discussion of 
Ibn Sidah’s concept of ‘ibada, but due to considerations of length, we have chosen to defer a fuller 
treatment of the linguistic meaning of ilah to a later time. 
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define ‘ibada in terms of khudu‘ but highlight beliefs with respect to shirk? Simply 
because ‘ibada is a category of actions motivated by underlying beliefs. The actions 
cannot take place without those beliefs. However, the belief can be present even in 
absence of any action. As we have seen, this is true even according to ‘Umayri. When 
we consider how these scholars defined shirk, we can see that they explained it as 
being a certain set of beliefs. So it logically follows that for them shirk al “ibada consists 
of actions expressing utmost humility when performed with an underlying shirk in 
belief. The difference with Sh. ‘Umayri is that within his conception of shirk al ibada 
this would be phrased as: shirk al ‘ibada is actions expressing utmost humility when 


performed with an underlying inhiraf in belief. 


In his explanation of shirk, we see Ibn Sida (one of the scholars on whom Sh. ‘Umayri 


based his definition of ‘ibada) only mentioning a shirk in belief: 


Ale GIS o al far rah Aol, 


The expression ‘he associated [partner(s)] with Allah’ means: he assigned a 
partner to Him in His dominion (mulk).56 


And he is not the only scholar who defines ‘ibada in terms of khudii‘ (submission) and 
dhull (humility),”’ but then when it comes to discussing shirk, only highlights 


examples that constitute shirk in belief. 


Al Raghib al Asfahani (d. 502 H.), another important source for ‘Umayri’s definition,” 
explains that in the specific context of religion, man’s shirk is of two types: major 
shirk, which consists of ascribing partners to Allah, and minor shirk, which is 
ostentation and hypocrisy.” And he defines major shirk as “affirming a Maker other 
than Allah”. Keep in mind that Al Raghib is discussing the ‘religious’ major shirk; and 


it is clear that for him, just like Ibn Sida, shirk is a matter of belief and its locus (in 


°° Ibn Sida, Al Muhkam wa al Muhit al A’zam, 2000 Beirut: Dar al Kutub al ‘Ilmiyya, v. 6 p. 684 

5 Some of them like al Raghib and ibn Sida also point to the meaning of istihqāq al ‘ibada WITHIN their 
definition of ‘ibdda. As we have seen Istihqaq = Belief, ergo, it is not limited to the action and state of 
the heart, but also the underlying belief of ascribing certain divine powers (or of rubūbiyya) to the 
object . 

5 Tahqiq al Ifada, p. 54 and p. 131 

°° Al Raghib al Asfahani, Al Mufradat fi Gharib al Qur’an, 1412 H. Beirut, Al Dar al Shamiyya, p. 451-2: 

JU AS ebef EUS cal OE Saf SLE Ab oh Ee OUI) gaa celal! Sl Lael cob all Y OLY dbs 
Badly cli) gag cpl ae g dee all ne Sele gag egali Atl: glilly (...) [48 sh] a Ante of ae, Y ail of sdb 
© Al Raghib al Asfahani, Tafsir al Raghib al Asfahdni, 1999 Riyadh, Dar al Watan, v. 3 p. 1231 
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which he does not include actions or a vague level of khudi‘/humility in the heart) is 


i'tiqad. 
Another famous grammarian ‘Abd al Qahir al Jurjani (d. 471 H.) also defined ‘ibada as: 
gate PE g aelh shaadi gay ALI iall 


Worship is religious practice, which consists of adherence to obedience with 
humility and submission.®! 


Yet, when ‘Abd al Qahir al Jurjani explained shirk, the different types he listed were 
simply instances of shirk in belief / i’tiqad: 


Oye Abed apie pte OLS] 2 gly ALS abl ae a elal Ye ok OU) oas cp dl SLAY 
alos pgreally ASW, Yla QAI BS ALA) sally chailg aadi JLo) sg a 


Associating partners to Allah occurs in two ways: affirming something without 
beginning alongside Allah. And the second: affirming an administrator who acts 
independently of Allah. The first is the shirk of the Dahriyya and the Dualists, and 
the second is the shirk of those who worship jinns, people, angels, stars, and 
idols.®2 


Similarly, Al Qurtubi (d. 671 H.) also defined ‘ibada in terms of khudi‘ (submission) and 
dhull (humility) in his tafsir: 


asal LU Sp ol Gare Ya ppt! Arle elbi Solel! dining 


The reality of worship is obedience with utmost submission. And none is worthy 
of it except the Master who is worshiped.®3 


And this is Qurtubi’s categorisation of shirk: 


caai Gab thd aliel aloly ae lS ile SW de Sill Ab ager abl oo, bihe 
Oye Le pirg a Ste OF pda Y ail OL) S alga oll gay cael) J gag glee) Sal gay 


& ‘Abd al Qahir al Jurjani, Darj al Durar fi Tafsir Ayi al Suwar, 2008 Majalla al Hikma, v. 1 p.87 
* Idem, v. 2 p. 599 
& Al Qurtubi, Al Jami’ li Ahkam al Qur‘an, 1964 Cairo: Dar al Kutub al Misriyya, v. 11 p. 130 


See also v. 1 p. 225: (Jila ¢ pz! dala! Lofa) 
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yè Us lagro OL JG ce da gag chall G DS ob Bhd sliced a5) & ads (cle, ob EUS 
wee Fe 39 cds) ode ee 4 AWS LA} GaS Nate; 4 Ol orale), be bldh H Jw Š 
sll gag doled! o ILAYI ag oda bg p ade prr ude GUS pae oy 
Our scholars, may Allāh be pleased with them, said: shirk is of three ranks, all of 
which are prohibited: 
Its primary form (asã) is the belief in partnership of another [being] Allah’s 
divinity. That is the greatest shirk, the shirk of the Jāhiliyya, and what was 


intended in the verse: {Indeed, Allah does not forgive association with Him, but He 
forgives what is less than that for whom He wills} (Sura al Nisã` 4:48 & 116). 





Below this rank is the belief in a partner of Allāh in actions, Exalted is He. This is 
the view of those who say that some being other than Allāh, Exalted is He, is 
independent in originating an action or creating it, even if they do not believe in 
its divinity, such as the Qadariyya who are the Majūs of this umma; indeed Ibn 
‘Umar absolved himself of them as was reported in the hadith of Jibril, peace be 
upon him. 


Below this rank is the shirk in ‘ibdda and that is ostentation (riyā’).64 


In the same fashion, Al Azhari (d. 370 H.) defined shirk as: 


oj dL S25 Y al abe: gag f rae JU af QS Od ote Ge Int jeg fe ail JU le 
Lely clu Yy GA ne adil J cates GIGS ob bet of Sad (13 cold) {4c 
Le} iada LUGS ca yd dled one a Jule Y ole OY {Y gh abe} raed 3 cll bes 
ails cys Led dh Jae oag cay Iae ols OY (151 solace JT) {0U u Ji de bh Iya 
LE Vy 5 Ya Ad Li Y aola A OY Sia ogi 

. Shirk is to associate partners with Allāh in His Rubūbiyya (Lordship, 

Sovereignty), Exalted is He and above any partners and rivals. In the verse ‘O my 

son, do not associate [anything] with Allah’ (Sura Yāsīn 31:13) the preposition ba 

(with) was added because it (the verse) is meant as: do not equate anyone with 

Him, such that you make him His partner. (...) Whoever equates anyone or 


anything from His creations with Him, then he is a mushrik. Because Allāh is One, 
He has no partner or rival.65 


All of these definitions of shirk explicitly point to a shirk in belief and ascribing divine 
powers to the object of worship. Was there any other form of shirk for those scholars, 


surely that was the place to mention it. For example, when discussing the different 


“Idem, v. 5 p. 181 
6 al Azhari, Tahdhib al Lugha, 2001 Beirut: Dar ihya* al turāth al ‘Arabi, v. 10 p. 12-3 
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types of shirk (whether major or minor), al Qurtubi did not deem it relevant to 
mention feelings of utmost humility and submission for anyone other than Allah (as 
opposed to Sh. ‘Umayri). It is not as if al Qurtubi had not considered the question of 
shirk in ‘ibada, for he specifically mentioned it, but he evidently conceived of it in a 
completely different fashion than Sh. ‘Umayri. What he calls shirk in ʻibāda is only 
listed as the lowest form of shirk, which is minor shirk taking the form of ostentation 


(riy@). 


In addition to ‘ibada and shirk, it is also worth considering how tawhid has historically 
been defined. And it appears that most of those who defined it, did so again as a 


matter of belief. 


One of the earliest linguists of the Arabic language, Al Khalil (d. 170 H.), said: 


dJ EL dV olay dbl OLY gillo 


Tawhid is faith in Allah alone and without partners.® 


Qiwam al Sunna Abu’! Qasim al Asbahani (d. 535 H.) defined tawhid as: 


ande cc] cada LUIS (lS Lube aade col cainS call crabs Ob ope call dey rete 
olaaa oli fel je Layee ely 
‘I made Him one’ [wahhadtu, i.e. tawhid] means: I consider Him to be one/unique 


in whatever they ascribe to Him of association (shirk) and assimilation (tashbih) 
with regards to His essence (dhat) and attributes (sifat). (...) 


And [the Arabs’ saying] ‘wahhadtu, I have made Allah one’ (...) means: I know Him 
to be One, free from any equal in His essence (dhat) and attributes (sifat).°’ 





Al Sharif al Jurjani (d. 816 H.) also said: 


°° Al Khalil, Kitab al ‘Ayn, Dar wa maktaba al hilāl, v.3 p. 281 
*” Abu’l Qasim al Asbahani, Al Hujja fi bayan al mahajja, 1990 Dar al Raya, v. 1 p. 305-6 
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ON A aaah al Aol By dolg ail ealla toly såll Ob SH a GY ste gil 
OLS Ig alaa & seus caled! G ype Lb IS ye Ady) 
Aba ac IU ag gle LEYI Avge db Slo ail aa shaf BW ctogll 
Linguistically, tawhid means declaring that the thing is one, and the knowledge 
that it is one. And in the terminology of the people of truth it means stripping the 


divine essence off of whatever can be conceived in the [human] minds or 
imagined in the [human] intellect. 


Tawhid is three things: knowing Allah [through] His rububiyya (Sovereignty), 
affirmation of His being One, and negation of any rivals from Him in all respects.® 


Similarly, Ibn Hajar (d. 852 H.) explains how the Ahl al Sunna conceive of tawhid: 
Spill eel gel S Lad tet JU A peg feleailly antl) iy Legal Ig nid deal fal Lily 
Jog dog pias Loyd) ded! LSB corel eld gel SBy SIA! oe gA l Log! 
Jes We ly azole adoa gee bbe dud Vy al lai Y ailing ail laiu ail dll deg gary 
opty Slog and) Gal and Y lio By al plat Y ald Bolg gg? ira Sly ASU ace Cole 
ozé GE Yy olge Gy Vy J eb Y 


Ahl al Sunna explain tawhid as negation of any similarity with anything else 
(tashbih) and [at the same time] negation of ta’til (rejection of divine attribute). 
And it is in this vein that Abu’l Qasim al Qushayri reported Junayd [al Baghdadi] 
having said: tawhid is singling out the Eternal (qadim) from the temporal 
(muhdath). Abu’l Qasim al Tamimi said in Kitab al Hujja that (...) ‘I have made 
Allah one (wahhadtu)’ means: I have believed in Him as being One in His essence 
without anything comparable or equal to Him. 





It is also said ‘I have made Him one (wahhadtu)’ means: I know Him to be One. 


It is also said it means: I have negated any modality (kayfiyya) and quantification 
(kamiyya), so that He is one in His essence (dhat) without divisibility, and in His 
attributes (sifat) without anything being equal to Him in His Divinity, Dominion 
(mulk), Governance of the world (tadbir), there is no partner to Him, and there is 
no Rabb and no Creator other than Him.®? 


Al Shahrastani (d. 548 H.) said something similar in his famous Al Milal wa al nihal: 
Joly ca eed Y tld G dola LS IO) Agee ty ce) fal JG A gill Lily 


the Y Seal 3 alag cal pi Y AY wliv G 


* Al Jurjāni, Al Ta’rifat, Beirut:1983 Dar al kutub al ‘ilmiyya, p. 69 
® Ibn Hajar, Fath al Bari, Dar al ma’rifa, v. 13 p. 344-5 
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Ahl al Sunna and all of the Sifatiyya”? said tawhid means: Allah is one in His 
essence (dhat) without being subject to divisibility, and one in His eternal 
attributes (sifat) without anything comparable, and one in His actions without 
any partner.7! 


All of these factors we have mentioned, among others we have not,” point to the fact 
that the notion of belief in divine qualities being the underlying motive of worship is 
implicit in the linguistic concept of ‘ibada. This is not just our reading of the texts. It 
has also been confirmed by the great Tunisian mufassir and polymath of our times, 
Sh. Muhammad al-Tahir b. ‘Ashir, in his magnum opus, al-Tahrir wa ‘l-Tanwir, where 


he states: 

Apis ad dal) dosh OLAS AY! Gedo heil oldal gao [sb Appell dab 3 Salal gareg 

clpatens LIS le ong Ula adi EUe ail slécely ogee! goah igh) LEI Les galanin (sly 
(Ogle WI Lagessy) Ose JS atl Se LS LLU al) apc 


The meaning of ʻ‘ibāda in the Arabic language before the appearance of shari 
conventions was precise in its import. The statements of the Imams of the 
language concerning it are subtle but what can be gleaned from them is that it is 
to manifest submission to the one being worshipped and to believe that he 
possesses the ability to benefit or harm his worshipper in a fashion that is 
intrinsic and permanent. So the object of worship then is a deity to his 
worshipper, as Allah quotes Pharaoh, “And their people are worshippers of 
us.” (23:47)73 


” The term sifatiyya refers to all those who affirmed real existence of divine attributes, such as Ibn 
Kullab, al Ash’ari and their followers, Ahl al hadith, but also the Karramiyya, Salimiyya, as well 
anthropomorphists; in contrast to those who denied those attributes such as the Mu tazila, the falasifa, 
Jahm bin Safwan, etc... 

7 Al Shahrastani, Al Milal wa al nihal, Mu‘assasa al Halabi, v. 1 p. 42 

” A proper, full treatment of the linguistic definition of ‘ibāda is beyond the scope of this article, and 
is worthy of its own dedicated piece. We ask Allah for His facilitation in writing such a piece at some 
point in the future. 

® Al-Tahrir wa ‘I-Tanwir, al-Dar al-Tinisiyya li ‘I-Nashr, 1984 CE, vol. 27 p. 26. It is worth noting here 
that the specific belief he identifies in this definition is probably the most apparent form of shirk, but 
it is not the only belief that would constitute shirk. 
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II. Application and Utility of Sh. ‘Umayri’s Definition of Ibada 


Finally, it should be noted that while imposing caveats and asterisks to sustain the 
validity of his definition and make it meaningful, Sh. ‘Umayri ended up restricting its 
usefulness. For example, explaining the difference between worship and servitude 
within his paradigm, Sh. Umayri tells us that what turns an act into “ibada/worship 
is the quantity (miqdar) of khudū‘ (submission) and dhull (humility). This is what 


constitutes the core of ‘“ibdda. He says: 


SI kosal ger oy BS Ilia OF Ip 59 telly bolal pagis engl 3 Mall shade Gye ade gugis 
di eal AUS eeiiy cogil gf ah iS sly Aly Balad! gee Rrogeall gary ULL) Le alles 
Aniloy aillarey crab) GU Jol! pgatly PAS liia 

ad Ginn d BY Aube omy OF eres Val Y asde goleu Ml eggie OL Ob SLU OF by SIG 
paahi Vis ale gag oY] ally dolell eggs Gime Y Gil sal 


Numerous scholars in the field of linguistics xpanded at length on clarifiying the 
concept of worship. They mentioned there is a difference between the meaning 
of ‘ubudiyya in the sense of servitude, which applied to the slaves, and ‘ubudiya in 
the sense of worship and deification, be it of Allah or anyone else. And this 
differentiation of theirs is based on the quantity of humility (tadhallul) and 
submission (khudu‘) that obtains for a given individual, as well as its reason and 
motive. 

So they explained that even if humility does apply in the case of the slave, it is 
however not correct to call him (i.e. the slave) ‘worshiper’ (‘abid), because the 
measure (of humility), without which worship and deification do not obtain, has 
not been reached. And that [measure] is utmost humility and submission. 74 








In an attempt to render the blurry picture generated by his definition of ‘ibada 
clearer, we see Sh. ‘Umayri resorting to terms with a connotation of quantifiability 
(miqdar/qadr), which could be perceived as projecting an impression of a self- 
contained, quantified parameter. Yet, when having to explain the difference between 
a prostration out of respect and a prostration of worship, we see him also say” that 
there is (in Bassam Zawadi’s paraphrase) “no mathematical and statistical 
demarcation line between what constitutes a difference between ‘showing respect’ 


J 


and ‘falling into utmost submission and humiliation”. This has significant 


™ Tahqiq al ifada, p.128 
75 Idem, p.206 
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ramifications when it comes to the actual implementation of their definition of ‘ibdda. 
For Zawadi and ‘Umayri, sujiid belongs to the category of acts that are ‘ibada ghayr 
mahda (i.e. not worship in and of itself). On the one hand, as ‘ibada ghayr mahda it will 
only be shirk when an internal quantity of khudū‘ and dhull has been breached, which 
varies from one person to another. On the other hand, this definition comes with 
asterisks, caveats, and a list of scenarios where external factors (e.g. whom or what 
the prostration/sujiid is being made to) determines whether a particular sujid in 
question is shirk or not. For example, prostrating to objects that no sane person 
usually prostrates to out of respect only, such as the sun, the moon, planets, fire, 
rocks, trees, etc... Or prostrating to something that is known to be an object of 
(polytheistic) worship, such as the Buddha, the cross, or an idol.” These external 
factors make the sujūd de facto ‘ibada, and as such indicate that the threshold of 


internal khudi‘ has been breached. 


Within this paradigm, the sujūd however has to be intentionally directed TO an idol, 
the sun, a tree, etc... As such an atheist prostrating (for whatever reason) with his 
colleagues or friends to a supposedly supernatural being would not be an act of 
worship, because he did not intend sujiid TO it, since he does not believe that the 
supernatural being even exists in the first place. He just performed an action whereby 
he touched the ground with his forehead, but did not address it TO anyone. It stands 
to reason that the same atheist prostrating to the idol of the same supernatural being 
should also not be worship, as in this case too he is just performing an action imitating 
others, not intending to address it to anyone or anything in particular. Would this 
courtesy also be extended to the Muslim politician or public figure prostrating with 
others doing a prolonged sujiid to a monkey-god or its idol? And if the sujiid to an idol 
of the supernatural being by the atheist or the Muslim politician is indeed considered 
worship, this would mean that the inner threshold of utmost humility/submission 
has been breached in the scenario with the idol, but not without it. This seems 
arbitrary. Or will the level of inner humility be ignored here, and the ‘ibada of the 
atheist or Muslim politician solely defined by external factors (in this case sujtid 
addressed to an object usually worshiped by others)? Which would make Sh. 
‘Umayri’s definition of ‘ibdda, as essentially an inner state, absolutely redundant. 
Finally, what is the inhiraf or kufri distorted view about Allah’s rubibiyya that 
necessarily accompanies the act of shirk in ‘ibāda in the case of that atheist or Muslim 


mentioned above prostrating to the idol? 


7° Idem, p.206-7 
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And how is this sujiid considered submission to the will of the idol, or an action aimed 
at pleasing it, since the atheist or Muslim politician knows it is a lifeless, inert object 
and does not represent any real deity? Are these, again, redundant mentions in the 
definition? Or are they ‘submission’ to the will of the idol and a way to please it in the 
same sense that salah means that utmost humility has necessarily obtained in the 


heart of whoever performs it? 


So Sh. ‘Umayri’s concept comes with a vague, nebulous distinction between 
prostration of worship and prostration of respect.” And an act of ‘ibada ghayr mahda 
such as sujiid/prostration becomes an act of worship on the basis of external factors. 
No justification has been provided for the imposition of these external factors. 
Rather, a handful of scenarios involving sujiid/prostration were specifically and 
arbitrarily designated as being ‘ibada and thus ghaya al khudū‘. What would have been 
more judicious is an examination of each external factor/qarina showing ghdaya al 
khuda‘ AND inhiraf in rubūbiyya have obtained (for his definition to be justifiably 
applicable in each case). These are all dilemmas that demonstrate the spurious nature 


of this definition and underlying concept. 


Furthermore, his addition in the definition that the khudū‘ in question “stirs the 
individual to cling unto his object of ‘ibada, submit to its will, stay in continuous connection 
with it, and perform actions to please it” is not of any more practical significance. This is 
particularly highlighted in the context of ‘Umayri’s fifth proof? about the pagan 
Arabs addressing acts of worship to rocks they had personally selected for their 
beautiful appearance or grace. He sees that as a proof that shirk in Ulahiyya can occur 
without shirk in any aspect of Rububiyya based on the following premises: 


- Some pagan Arabs used to select idols (i.e. rocks) based solely on their passions 
(hawa): urged by the inclinations and desires their selves felt towards beauty 


and elegance. 


- Allah ® named their desires and the idols selected because of them ‘gods’ and 


called their actions ‘“ibada. 


” All we are given is hazy statements such as (Tahqiq al ifada, p.205) the following, which leave the 
reader none the wiser after having read them: 

heal acl Sle cay SY Aen dle SI cert) spree ey g Agi bl 
78 Idem, p. 97 
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According to Sh. ‘Umayri, they chose which rock to worship not on account of any 
particular belief about it, but solely due to their aesthetic attractiveness.” But as such 
any action directed to it falls short of fulfilling the conditions ‘submit to its pleasure’ 
and ‘perform actions to please it’, since no belief about volition or pleasure was ascribed 
to those rocks. How is it then worship? Or are these redundant conditions mentioned 
in the definitions? The other aspect of Sh. ‘Umayri’s conception that this example 
makes redundant is the necessary implication of inhiraf in rubiibiyya: since nothing 
is mentioned in the texts that their ‘worship’ of the rocks was affected by their beliefs 
regarding Allah, or that those pagan Arabs ascribed anything to the rocks. It is then 
unclear what distortion occurred in this case (keeping in mind Sh. ‘Umayri’s 
particularised methodology that each text or dalil should be individually considered 


on its own, and not in generalised fashion). 


Conclusion 


We have seen in this article that Sh. ‘Umayri’s concept of shirk in ‘ibāda involves two 


elements whose locus is the heart: 


1) The essence of ‘ibada (namely utmost humility and submission) is located in 
the heart. 
2) The necessary implicant (malziim) of shirk al ‘ibdada is a kufri distorted view 


about rubibiyya, and it can also not be located anywhere but the heart. 
Our main contentions about these two elements are as follows: 


1) We agree with the essence of ‘ibada being located in the heart. What we do 
contend however is that this essence is utmost humility/submission, 
particularly in the sense conceived of by ‘Umayri. As we have explained in the 
course of this article, this is a speculative reading of the texts, which is difficult 
to maintain in light of a careful reading of those texts themselves. Rather, we 
argue that those terms refer to a category of actions of submission and 
humility, as opposed to an internal threshold of humility. A more rigorous 
assessment of these texts than the one offered in these articles is merited, but 
it deserves its own dedicated and separate treatment. We hope to be able to 


come back to it at a later stage. 


” Idem, p. 100. 
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2) We also agree that the necessary implicant of shirk in “ibada is indeed an 
underlying belief. However, we contend Sh. ‘Umayri’s and Zawadi’s 
proposition that this underlying belief can be simply a “kufri distorted view” 
of God’s attribute. Rather, that distorted view about divine attributes requires 
an ascription of some form of rubibiyya (i.e. divine attributes) to the object of 
worship (which moves a person to worship that object or being). Therefore, 
for all intents and purposes, the necessary implicant of shirk in ‘ibada is 


effectively ascription of some attribute of rubibiyya to other than Allah. 


As for the utility of Sh. ‘Umayri’s definition, although the essence of ‘“ibdda for him is 
utmost humility/submission, it is ultimately not possible to ascertain when it has 
occurred. Explaining their view about how to differentiate a sujūd of respect from a 
sujūd of worship, Zawadi says there is “no mathematical and statistical demarcation 
line between what constitutes a difference between ‘showing respect’ and ‘falling 
into utmost submission and humility’. The reliance then is primarily on external 
factors, a vague appeal to unclear ‘experiences’, and other indicators that a certain 
virtual threshold has been breached. This should demonstrate the utility of Sh. 
‘Umayri’s definition. One could rightly ask: what use then is there for such a titular 
definition of worship? We are effectively back to square one, where Ibn ‘Abd al 
Wahhab’s long lists of actions that he considers ‘ibada are superseded by lists of 
external factors that make an act ‘ibdda. How these external factors indicate that the 
necessary level of dhull and khudi‘is reached is never explained.” The definition itself 
is made practically redundant and the scope of its core (utmost submission and 
ultimate humility) too limited by the caveats and exceptions for the definition to be 
of any use for assessing cases of shirk. This is not to mention its failure to explain the 


actions identified by ‘Umayri himself as “ibada. 


We ask Allah to bless us and all the readers to live their lives in the shadow of “La ilaha 
illa Allah”, that this declaration be the last words we utter as we part from this world, 


and that we be resurrected upon it on the Day of Resurrection. 


Allah knows best. And may peace and blessings be upon mankind’s guiding light, the 


Prophet Muhammad, and his Family, his Companions, and all those who follow him. 


® One may ask whether ‘Umayri himself even considered this question when devising this list. For 
our part, we will not be holding our breath waiting for an explanation to be furnished. 
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